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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: The 
specification should be included background of the invention and summary of the 
invention. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application 
by another who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371 (c) of this 
title before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act 
of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical 
Amendments Act of 2002 do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting 
directly or indirectly from an international application filed before November 29, 2000. 
Therefore, the prior art date of the reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior 
to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AlPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

3. Claims 11 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Kim et al. (Pub. No.: 2002/0141349. hereinafter. "Kim"). 

Regarding claim 11 , Kim teaches an apparatus (see figure 3, base station 30) 
comprising: 
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an interconnect to provide communication between at least two components of 
said apparatus (see figure 3, reception processor 31 is interconnect with interference 
level detector 32); and 

a data rate adjustment unit to adjust a data rate associated with said interconnect 
based on interference within said apparatus (see figure 3, processor 35, col. 4, [0047], 
col.6, [0079]). 

Regarding claim 15, Kim further teaches said interconnect is coupled between a 
wireless module and another component within said apparatus (see figure 3, reception 
processor 31 is interconnect with interference level detector 32). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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5. Claims 1. 7-10, 16. 25-26, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Prismantas et al. (U.S. Pub. No.: 2002/0155811, 
hereinafter, "Prismantas") in view of Evov (U.S. Pub. No.: 2006/0059213). 

Regarding claims 1,16, 26, and 30 , Prismantas teaches an apparatus 
comprising (see figure 1 , hub 1 1 ): 

an interference detector to detect interference within wireless circuitry (see figure 
2, col.2, [0020]); and 

a spectral shaping unit (read on block 205) to selectively modify at least one 
transmission characteristic associated with said apparatus in response to detection of 
interference by said interference detector (see figure 2, col. 3, [0027-0028]). 

It should be noticed that Prismantas fails to teach interconnect of the apparatus. 
However, Evoy teaches such features (see [0036]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Evoy into view of Prismantas 
in order to connect peripheral component to a central processing complex as suggested 
by Evoy at column 1, [0006]. 

Regarding claim 7, Evoy further teaches PCI Express interconnect (see [0036]). 

Regarding claim 8, Evoy further teaches bus (see [0069]). 

Regarding claim 9, Prismantas further teaches said interconnect provides 
communication between said wireless circuitry and a host chip set (see figure 1, radar 
detector 14, processor 101, there is the interconnect between the element 14 and 
element 101). 



Application/Control Number: 10/629,967 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2618 

Regarding claim 10, Prismantas further teaches modem (see figure 1 , modem 

105-1). 

Regarding claim 25, Prismantas further teaches adjusting includes selecting at 
least one new transmission characteristic value for use with said interconnect based on 
a wireless application presently being executed (see 2, box 205 is selecting narrow 
band or wide band). 

6. Claims 2, 4-5, 17, 19-20, 27-28, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Prismantas et al. (U.S. Pub. No.: 2002/0155811, 
hereinafter, "Prismantas") in view of Evov (U.S. Pub. No.: 2006/0059213) as 
applied to claims 1,16, 26, and 30 above, and further in view of Miyoshi et al. (US 
Pub. No.: 2003/0022629, hereinafter, "Miyoshi"). 

Regarding claims 2 and 17, Prismantas and Evoy, in combination, fails to teach 
an error rate unit to determine an error rate associated with said wireless circuitry, said 
error rate being related to interference within said wireless circuitry. However, Miyoshi 
teaches such features (see figure 1 , error detection 118, [0042]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Miyoshi into view of 
Prismantas and Evoy in order to detect the error signal as suggested by Miyoshi at 
column 3, [0042]. 

Regarding claims 4, 19 and 28, Miyoshi further teaches a throughput 
measurement unit to determine a throughput associated with said wireless circuitry, said 
throughput being related to interference within said wireless circuitry (see [0149]). 
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Regarding claims 5, 20, and 31, Miyoshi further teaches said at least one 
transmission characteristic associated with said interconnect includes a data rate of said 
interconnect (see [0004]). 

Regarding claim 27, Miyoshi further teaches measuring and adjusting until said 
interference-related parameter does not meet said predetermined criterion (see [0004]). 

7. Claims 3. 18. and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Prismantas et al. (U.S. Pub. No.: 2002/0155811. hereinafter. 
"Prismantas") in view of Evov (U.S. Pub. No.: 2006/0059213) as applied to claims 
1.16. and 26 above, and further in view of Barilovits (U.S. Pub. No.: 
2004/0097251). 

Regarding claims 3, 18, and 29, Prismantas and Evoy, in combination, fails to 
teach said interference detector includes a ranging unit to determine a communication 
range associated with said wireless circuitry, said communication range being related to 
interference within said wireless circuitry. However, Barilovits teaches such features 
(see [0005]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Barilovits into view of 
Prismantas and Evoy in order to communication in a short range. 

8. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Prismantas et al. (U.S. Pub. No.: 2002/0155811. hereinafter. "Prismantas") in view 
of Evov (U.S. Pub. No.: 2006/0059213) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Kovalan et al. (U.S. Patent No.: 6.453.374. hereinafter. "Kovalan"). 
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Regarding claim 6, Prismantas and Evoy, in combination, fails to teach a slew 
rate. However, Kovalan teaches such feature (see col. 5, In. 63-67). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Kovalan into view of 
Prismantas and Evoy in order to reduce cost for transmission as suggested by Kovalan 
at col.1, ln.45-58. 

9. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kim 
et al. (Pub. No.: 2002/0141349. hereinafter. "Kim") in view of Clow et al. (U.S. 
Patent No.: 6.005.890. hereinafter. "Clow"). 

Regarding claim 12, Kim disclose invention, but fails to disclose adjust a slew 
rate associated with said interconnect based on interference within said apparatus. 
However, Clow teaches such feature (see col. 3, ln.5-14). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Clow into view of Kim in 
order to reduce the interference as suggested by Clow at col. 3, ln.7-14. 

10. Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kim et al. (Pub. No.: 2002/0141349. hereinafter. "Kim") in view of Evov (U.S. 
Pub. No.: 2006/0059213). 

Regarding claim 13, Kim disclose invention, but fails to disclose PCI Express 
Interconnection. However, Evoy teaches such feature (see [0036]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Evoy into view of Kim in 
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order to connect peripheral component to a central processing complex as suggested 
by Evoy at column 1 , [0006]. 

Regarding claim 14, Evoy further teaches bus (see [0069]). 

11. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Prismantas et al. (U.S. Pub. No.: 2002/0155811. hereinafter. "Prismantas") in view 
of Evoy (U.S. Pub. No.: 2006/0059213) as applied to claim 16 above, and further in 
view of Kato et al. (US Pub. No.: 2004/0005885. hereinafter. "Kato"). 

Regarding claim 21, Prismantas and Evoy, in combination, fails to teach 
adjusting includes initially changing a data rate of said interconnect from a first rate to a 
second rate in response to said determination and then changing said data rate from 
said second rate back to said first rate a predetermined time period later. However, 
Kato teaches such features (see col.2, [0015]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Kato into view of Prismantas 
and Evoy in order to reduce cost for transmission as suggested by Kovalan at col.1, 
ln.45-58. 

12. Claims 24 and 32 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Prismantas et al. (U.S. Pub. No.: 2002/0155811. hereinafter. "Prismantas") in 
view of Evoy (U.S. Pub. No.: 2006/0059213) as applied to claims 16 and 30 above, 
and further in view of Clow et al. (U.S. Patent No.: 6.005.890. hereinafter. "Clow"). 

Regarding claims 24 and 32, Prismantas and Evoy, in combination, fails to 
teach adjust a slew rate. However, Clow teaches such feature (see col. 3, In. 5-14). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Clow into view of Prismantas 
and Evoy in order to reduce the interference as suggested by Clow at col. 3, In. 7-1 4. 
13. Claims 33-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Prismantas et al. (U.S. Pub. No.: 2002/0155811. hereinafter, "Prismantas") in 
view of Ginzburg et al. (US Pub. No:2004/0264396. hereinafter, Ginzburg"). 

Regarding claim 33 , Prismantas teaches an apparatus comprising (see figure 1 , 
hub 1 1 ): 

an interference detector to detect interference within wireless circuitry (see figure 
2, col.2, [0020]); and 

a spectral shaping unit (read on block 205) to selectively modify at least one 
transmission characteristic associated with an interconnect of said apparatus in 
response to detection of interference by said interference detector (see figures 1& 2, 
col.3, [0027-0028]). 

It should be noticed that Prismantas fails to teach a dipole antenna element 
coupled to said wireless circuitry to facilitate communication with a remote wireless 
entity. However, Ginzburg teaches such features (see figure 1 , antenna 104&1 14, 
col.2, [0015]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Ginzburg into view of 
Prismantas in order to receive and transmit the RF signal. 
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Regarding claim 34, Prismantas further teaches modem (see figure 1, modem 

105-1). 

14. Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Prismantas et al. (U.S. Pub. No.: 2002/0155811, hereinafter. "Prismantas") in view 
of Ginzburg et al. (US Pub. No:2004/0264396. hereinafter, Ginzburq") as applied to 
claim 33 above, and further in view of Kim et al. (Pub. No.: 2002/0141349, 
hereinafter, "Kim"). 

Regarding claim 35, Prismantas and Ginzburg, in combination, fails to teach 
adjust a data rate. However, Kim teaches such feature (see [0047-0048). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Kim into view of Prismantas 
and Ginzburg in order to improve the transmission in the communication. 

15. Claim 36 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Prismantas et al. (U.S. Pub. No.: 2002/0155811, hereinafter. "Prismantas") in view 
of Ginzburg et al. (US Pub. No:2004/0264396, hereinafter, Ginzburq") as applied to 
claim 33 above, and further in view of Clow et al. (U.S. Patent No.: 6,005,890. 
hereinafter, "Clow"). 

Regarding claim 36, Prismantas and Ginzburg, in combination, fails to teach 
adjust a slew rate. However, Clow teaches such feature (see col. 3, In. 5-1 4). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to incorporate the teaching of Clow into view of Prismantas 
and Ginzburg in order to reduce the interference as suggested by Clow at col. 3, ln.7-14. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

16. Claims 22-23 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, 
but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of 
the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

17. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. In order to expedite the prosecution of this application, the 
applicants are also requested to consider the following references. Although Walton et 
al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0035491), Gardner etal. (U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0045237), and 
Joshi et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2005/0250521) are not applied into this Office Action; they 
are also called to Applicants attention. They may be used in future Office Action(s). 

18. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tuan A. Pham whose telephone number is 

(571 ) 272-8097. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 
8:30 AM-5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Anderson can be reached on (571) 272-4177. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
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published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should 
you have question on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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Supervisory Patent Examiner 
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